Mr.  Bentgen admitted stating to MSHA investigator Russell  Spencer
that the lighting of the No.   6 dryer pilot with a burning piece of paper
was an "unaccepted practice".     He did not mean this to be interpreted
as "unsafe", but rather, meant that there is a "preferable practice" or
"better way"  (Tr.  94).    He explained his answer further as follows   (Tr.   95-96);

Q.    You said it was an unaccepted practice by the management
of Ottawa Silica?    It was an unaccepted practice?

A.    Yes,  for several reasons,  not necessarily the safety
factor.    One,  it took two men to light a drier that  should
have only taken one,

Q.    Right.

A. I think in my mind at the time that that figured in
there as important as any other reason.

Q. That's right, because that might show it wasn't
designed that way; it might-be unsafe.  Is that correct?

A. That wasn't in my mind at the time.

Q. That's right. You were saying it was an unaccepted
practice, is that right?

A. It is unacceptable.

Q, Why wouldn't you accept it?

A, For the reasons that I have stated.

Q, That it would take two people to do the job of one,
it wasn't designed that way?

A. No, it wasn't.

JUDGE KOUTRAS:    The other answer is:  after Mr.  Anderson
from MSHA called him, he got the word MSHA didn't look too kindly
with lighting the paper,  he is liable to get a citation so
he issued a memorandum setting the company policy;  isn't that
possible?

THE WITNESS:    Yes,

JUDGE KOUTRAS:  Isn't that right?

THE WITNESS: Like I say, I didn't know whether it was
safe or not. I wasn't worried about the citation.

Mr. Bentgen stated that he was familiar with the burner on the No. 6 dryer
and that the pilot is designed to be lit by one employee standing at a
control penal about ten feet away, and he Identified exhibit G-2 as ar MSHA's investigation of
